






CHAPTER 8 CEQA REQUIRED DISCUSSIONS  

development in the area, and the availability of infrastructure in the project area.  These project 
elements were used to determine whether or not the project would induce additional growth 
beyond the amount anticipated in the Placer County General Plan. 

Parcels west and northwest of the project site are developed with commercial and industrial 
uses including a propane supply company and landscape products supplier.  The parcel north 
of the site (across Ophir Road) supports an existing residence on the eastern portion, while the 
western portion is vacant and designated for commercial development.  The parcel east of the 
project site is currently undeveloped and wetlands represent a constraint to development of 
that parcel. 

Current Constraints to Growth 
Substantial new growth in the vicinity of the proposed project is constrained by lack of 
infrastructure, as public sewer and water supply are not currently available in the vicinity.  
Extension of Placer County Water Agency water service to the project site is planned to occur as 
early as the end of 2011.  No extension of sewer service to the project site is currently planned.  
The current capacity of roadways in the project area represents another constraint to high 
intensity land uses in the project area, and roadway improvements would be required to 
accommodate increased traffic volumes prior to substantial additional development in the 
project area. 

Removal of Growth Constraints 
Population or Economic Growth Approval and construction of the proposed concrete batch 
plant project would introduce a commercial land use to an area that carries a Commercial land 
use designation under the Ophir General Plan.  Surrounding parcels are also designated for 
commercial and industrial land uses.  The proposed project could include a residential 
component in the form of a single caretaker’s residence constructed onsite, which would be 
consistent with allowable residential uses under the project site’s land use and zoning 
designations.  The commercial development would provide new job opportunities, prompting 
employees to either move or commute to the area or transfer from existing businesses within 
Placer County and the project area.  The project is expected to employ a maximum of ten truck 
drivers, two full time employees, and one resident caretaker.  Other uses allowable with a 
Minor Use Permit or Zoning Clearance under the project site’s Commercial land use 
designation and Heavy Commercial zoning, such as offices and retail uses, would be expected 
to require a greater number of employees.  It is therefore anticipated that the proposed project 
would not have a substantial effect on population growth beyond that anticipated in the 
General Plan and evaluated in the General Plan EIR.  As the proposed project is consistent with 
the General Plan land use designation and the zoning designation and does not involve 
additional development in the community beyond that established in the plan, the project 
would not represent a substantial inducement to growth beyond that anticipated by the General 
Plan. 

Infrastructure Development   The project proposes to use an onsite well and onsite wastewater 
disposal system (for domestic waste) and would not extend water or sewer infrastructure to the 
project site.  The onsite well and wastewater disposal system would be used exclusively by the 
proposed project and would not accommodate additional connections to serve subsequent 
development in the area.  Therefore, the project would not induce growth by extension of 
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water/sewer infrastructure to the project site.  The proposed batch plant would be required to 
connect to public water and sewer infrastructure at the time that such services are available to 
the project site.  The project could contribute to the need for and implementation of these 
infrastructure extensions.  However, the designation of the project site and surrounding parcels 
for commercial development indicates that future extension of public services to the area was 
anticipated by the General Plan. 

To provide for safe ingress/egress and acceleration and deceleration for vehicles entering the 
facility, the project proposes improvements to Ophir Road.  Improvements to Ophir Road 
include widening the paved roadway to meet County standards for one-half of an 80-foot right-
of-way, providing a dedicated left-turn lane, and providing a Class II bike lane.  The road 
improvements would be restricted to the project site frontage or areas adjacent to the frontage 
on Ophir Road.  The road widening and provision of a bike lane are required to bring the 
roadway design to current County standards and not for the purpose of increasing roadway 
capacity.  These improvements would not facilitate further development in the area and are not 
considered a substantial growth inducing impact of the proposed project.  The provision of a 
dedicated left-turn lane would improve safety on Ophir Road by reducing the potential for left 
turn movement conflicts.  This improvement would also be restricted to the project site frontage 
and areas adjacent to the frontage, and could support additional commercial development on 
the parcel north of the project site as well as on Geraldson Road.  Again, based on the 
commercial designations of these properties, provision of this roadway improvement is not 
considered to induce-growth beyond that anticipated in the General Plan. 

8.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative impacts are those that are produced by the aggregation of individual 
environmental impacts resulting from a single project or from two or more projects in 
conjunction.  Analysis of cumulative impacts is required under the CEQA Guidelines, §§15130 
and 15355.  The following is an excerpt from §15355 explaining cumulative impacts: 

Cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.  
The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment, which 
results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.  Cumulative impacts 
can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over 
a period of time. 

CEQA details two methods by which cumulative impacts may be evaluated.  One of these is to 
summarize growth projections in an adopted general plan or in a prior certified environmental 
document.  The second method involves the compilation of a list of past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts [Section 15130 
(b)(1)(A) of the CEQA Guidelines].   

This analysis is based on the buildout conditions of the General Plan and the analysis in the 
General Plan EIR.  For the purposes of this EIR, the cumulative analysis considers growth 
anticipated in the region, as identified in adopted planning documents and proposals currently 
under consideration.  Within the County, the cumulative analysis includes development and 
buildout under the existing General Plan through the year 2025.  This EIR focuses on four 
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the proposed project that are capable of avoiding significant adverse effects of the project.  This 
analysis compares each alternative to the project with respect to the impacts determined to be 
less than significant with mitigation incorporated in order to determine which alternative is the 
“Environmentally Superior Alternative” under CEQA.  As stated above, the proposed project is 
not expected to result in any Significant and Unavoidable impacts. 

Table 8.1 provides a summary of the comparison of the significance of impacts resulting from 
the proposed project and the significance of impacts that would result from implementation of 
the identified alternatives for each resource topic included in the EIR.   

Alternative A – No Project / No Build Alternative 
Under the No Build Alternative, the project site would remain vacant.   

Land Use 

This alternative would result in no impacts to land use.  The proposed use of the onsite well and 
an onsite septic system would not occur, and the short-term policy inconsistency impact would 
not occur.  Because this alternative would avoid this impact, the No Project/No Build 
Alternative is preferred over the proposed project. 

Transportation and Circulation 

This alternative would result in no increase in traffic volumes through the project vicinity.  
While the improvements to the Taylor Road/Ophir Road/I-80 Off Ramp intersection would 
still be needed in the future, there would be no contribution to the need for these improvements 
generated by the project site, thus the “fair share” contribution of costs towards the 
improvements would not be made.  This alternative would result in no change over existing 
and anticipated future conditions in the project area.  The proposed project would change the 
existing and anticipated future conditions, but the project’s impacts would be mitigated to a less 
than significant level.  Additionally, by providing a bike lane along a portion of Ophir Road, the 
proposed project would provide a slight improvement in conditions for bicyclists in the project 
area.  This improvement would not occur with the No Project/No Build Alternative.  Therefore, 
the proposed project is preferred over Alternative A. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

This alternative would result in no changes to the existing hydrology of the project site.  No 
new impervious surfaces would be created and the onsite groundwater well would not be used.  
No impacts to hydrology and water quality would occur and no mitigation measures would be 
implemented.  Alternative A is preferred over the proposed project. 

Noise 

The proposed project would increase noise levels in the project vicinity but the impacts would 
be less than significant impacts and no mitigation measures are required.  The No Project/No 
Build Alternative would not create any change in noise levels in the project vicinity.  Because 
the proposed project does not require any noise mitigation, there is no preference between the 
proposed project and Alternative A. 
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Impacts Identified in the Initial Study 

The No Build alternative would avoid all impacts and the need for all mitigation measures 
related to geologic conditions, stormwater drainage, air quality, biological resources, hazards, 
and cultural resources.  Therefore Alternative A is preferred over the proposed project. 

Alternative B – No Project / Other Development Alternative  
Under the No Project/Other Development Alternative, the project site would be largely 
disturbed with grading, paving, and landscaping.  The “other development” being evaluated 
for this site is a mini-storage facility.  This would not require a height variance, but water and 
sewage treatment would be necessary for onsite employees.  Therefore, this alternative is 
assumed to include use of the onsite well and the proposed onsite septic system and could also 
include a caretaker apartment. 

Land Use 

Because this alternative would still require use of the onsite well and the proposed onsite septic 
system, there would be no change in the land use impacts and mitigation measures.  Therefore 
there is no preference between the proposed project and the No Project/Other Development 
Alternative.   

Transportation and Circulation 

As shown in Table 8 of the Traffic Impacts Analysis in Appendix C of this Draft EIR, the “mini-
storage” land use is anticipated to generate 9 fewer trips during the AM peak hour and 16 
additional trips during the PM peak hour when compared to the proposed project.  The 
proposed project was found to result in less than significant impacts not requiring mitigation 
for the AM peak hour, and was found to contribute to a significant impact requiring mitigation 
for the PM peak hour under the cumulative scenario.  Alternative B would have a slightly 
greater contribution to the cumulative impact due to the increase in PM peak hour trips.  A 
mini-storage development at the project site as evaluated for this alternative would be required 
to make a greater contribution towards the cost of improving the Taylor Road/Ophir Road/I-80 
Off Ramp intersection.  It is expected that the frontage improvements to Ophir Road required of 
the proposed project would also be required of this alternative.  Because the impacts and 
mitigation measures (other than the amount of the fair share contribution) would not change, 
there is no preference between Alternative B and the proposed project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

This alternative would result in a similar amount of paving as the proposed project.  Urban 
water pollutants from motor vehicles could enter the regional drainage system from operation 
of a mini-storage facility.  However, the alternative would use less groundwater than the 
proposed project and would not require treatment and possible discharge of process water.  
Additionally, this alternative would reduce the amount of hazardous materials stored and used 
onsite.  These factors would reduce the impacts to hydrology and water quality under 
Alternative B.  However implementation of the same or similar mitigation measures would be 
necessary.  Because Alternative B would slightly reduce impacts compared to the proposed 
project, Alternative B is preferred over the proposed project. 
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Noise 

The proposed project would increase noise levels in the project vicinity but the impacts would 
be less than significant impacts and no mitigation measures are required.  The No Project/Other 
Development Alternative would slightly increase noise levels in the project vicinity due to 
vehicle traffic, but would not generate noise levels similar to those related to operation of the 
batch plant.  It is expected that impacts of this alternative would also remain less than 
significant and no mitigation would be necessary.  Because the proposed project does not 
require any noise mitigation for operational activities, there is no preference between the 
proposed project and Alternative B.  Both the proposed project and Alternative B would be 
subject to the requirements of Placer County Minute Order 90-08, as expressed in Mitigation 
Measure 7.3a. 

Impacts Identified in the Initial Study 

The Other Development alternative would result in similar potential for impacts and would 
require implementation of the same mitigation measures as the proposed project in the resource 
areas of geologic conditions, stormwater drainage, air quality, biological resources, hazards, 
and cultural resources.  There is no preference between the proposed project and Alternative B. 

Alternative C – Reduced Scale Alternative 
Under this alternative, the capacity of the concrete batch plant would be reduced from the 
proposed 300 yards of concrete daily, six days per week, to 240 yards daily, five days per week.  
This would reduce the daily volume by 20%, and the weekly volume by 33%.   

Land Use 

Under this alternative, some components of the project would be slightly reduced in size 
(parking and storage) but no change to the height of the tower would occur.  This alternative 
would still require use of the onsite well and the proposed onsite septic system.  There would 
be no change in the land use impacts and mitigation measures.  Therefore there is no preference 
between the proposed project and the Reduced Scale Alternative. 

Transportation and Circulation 

As stated in the Traffic Impacts Analysis, the reduced capacity of the batch plant is expected to 
result in slightly fewer daily trips than the proposed project.  This alternative would reduce the 
project’s contribution to the future LOS impact to the Taylor Road/Ophir Road/I-80 offramp 
intersection, however the alternative would still be required to contribute a fair share amount to 
the cost of construction of the required improvements.  Because the mitigation would still be 
required, there is no preference between the proposed project and the Reduced Scale 
Alternative. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

This alternative would result in a similar amount of paving and similar impacts to hydrology 
and water quality as the proposed project.  The potential for the project to negatively impact 
water quality and groundwater supplies may be slightly reduced as a result of the reduction in 
overall production at the batch plant and corresponding reduction in water usage, as well as a 
possible reduction in the storage and use of hazardous materials onsite.  Implementation of the 
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same mitigation measures would be necessary.  Therefore there is no preference between 
Alternative C and the proposed project. 

Noise 

Under this alternative, the maximum noise levels generated by the project would not change, 
although the batch plant would emit those maximum levels for less time each day.  However, 
because the proposed project does not require any noise mitigation, there is no preference 
between the proposed project and Alternative C. 

Impacts Identified in the Initial Study 

The Reduced Scale alternative would result in similar potential for most impacts identified in 
the Initial Study.  Impacts to air quality are expected to be reduced under this alternative.  The 
Reduced Scale alternative would require implementation of the same mitigation measures as 
the proposed project in the resource areas of geologic conditions, stormwater drainage, air 
quality, biological resources, hazards, and cultural resources.  There is no preference between 
the proposed project and Alternative C. 

Environmentally Superior Alternative 
As shown in Table 8.1, each of the three project alternatives evaluated result in less impact 
overall compared to the significant impacts of the proposed project.  Since the No Project/No 
Build and the No Project/Other Development alternatives do not meet any of the objectives of 
the project, these alternatives would not be considered a feasible environmentally superior 
alternative.  The Reduced Scale Alternative is anticipated to produce less impact with regard to 
the resource areas of traffic, noise, and air quality.  Alternative C is the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative. 
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Table 8.1 
Summary of Alternatives Analysis 
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Resource Area Proposed Project No Project/No Build 
(Alternative A) 

No Project/Other 
Development 

(Alternative B) 

Reduced Scale 
Development 

(Alternative C) 

Land Use Potentially Significant, 
Mitigation Required 

Impacts Avoided, No 
Mitigation Required No Change No Change 

Transportation and 
Circulation 

Potentially Significant, 
Mitigation Required 

Impacts Avoided, No 
Mitigation Required; No 
Improvement to Ophir 

Road; therefore beneficial 
impact of project not 

realized 

Impacts Increased, 
Mitigation Required 

Impacts Reduced, 
Mitigation Required 

Hydrology  and Water 
Quality 

Potentially Significant, 
Mitigation Required 

Impacts Avoided, No 
Mitigation Required Lesser Impacts No Change 

Noise Less than Significant, 
No Mitigation Required Impacts Avoided Lesser Impacts Lesser Impacts 

Impacts Identified In 
the Initial Study 

Potentially Significant, 
Mitigation Required 

Impacts Avoided, No 
Mitigation Required No Change 

Reduced Air Quality 
Impacts, No Change 

to Other Impacts, 
Mitigation Required 
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